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October 26, 1936. 


NHDRAVSW FOB MR. MATHA1. 


Rot Proposed change of procedure in 
' funUBblQf labdratory report# 
to field of flee# vhere exaninar* 
indies te dlffersnoe of opinion. 


In on effort to expedite the fami#hiof of laboratory 
report# to the field vhere the laboratory euatnor# hero reached 
•onewhst different ooeolniloo#, thereby no e ee oltatlng & rewrite of 
the outgoing lobevetery report, the following procedure in being 
adopted by the laboratory) 

The reevitten report will be typed on the novel 
laboratory report ferae end will be dictated in ay office 
frea a review of the worksheets submitted by the various 
eaaainere eeilgaei to the ea#e in gneetion. The only 
difference betveaa the original roport prepered by the A 
exealner and tho reerittoa roport will bo that the rewritten 
roport will aabody tho aoet eonsarvative opinion render wd 
by the laboratory enadaere and will further include under 
the epee# Indicated for the aaae of the eaaalnsr, not only 
tho aaao of ttto #1 exaninar, bet ale* thd aeae of tho exaalnar 
whoa# opinio* la being incorporated in tho roport. Tho n a eo c 
of thoao ewtnore will bo followotf by auabera dooignotiag 
their oeeigaaont, ee A, #2, or #3 oxaainor. 

Xou will recall that at tha present tine wo ara praparing 
tha revrlttaa laboratory report* la letter for* which in nay oaaa# 
naoaeaitatea a greet deal of etraight oopy work. Can of tho laboratory 
roport font will ebbiate each of thla by pandtting direct utilisation 
la certain inatanoa# of portion* of tho eriglaal report. 


Respectfully, 
S. P. Coffey. 
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^wmot of ^tfoz$ixgidxm 

^eparitncnt of Efusiicc ‘ 
pjasfjingtmt, ^EL <E. 


November 25 , 1936. 


MEMORANDUM FOR MR. NATHAN. 


Re: Double and triple check system 

utilized in the laboratory. 




I have discussed with the 'document examiners the problem 
which occasionally confronts us in connection with the application of 
the double and triple check system to cases in which several distinct 
items are submitted together for examination. As you know, under our 
present system if examiners fail to agree on the i dentification of two 
^specimens, the most conservative report of the three examiners is for- 
warded to the field, it usually of- course being a report that .no 
conclusion can be reached on the basis of the available material. 

However, in situations where several such items are received in the same 
case, we are up against the possibility of submitting a no conclusion 
report, as for instance on one of them, whereas, the examiner assigned 
to the case may have been the person who identified that particular item. 

The problem arises when and if he is called into court to give testimony 
c oncerning_Ms_finding s on some of the other items, all of which have 
been checked or verified, and should be asked as to his opinion on the 
#1 item which is in question. Of course, he is then in the position v/here 
he must give his own p eraonal_p,pini on , which would be that the item is an 
identical one and is then in the position of being in disagreement with 
the Bureau* s report which showed no conclusion reached as to that item. 

In discussing the proplera I made two recommendations to the, 
examiners for partially handling, or at least improving to some extent, 
the present situation. My first proposal was that if the principal 
examiner assigned to the case makes an identification of an item which is 
not concurred in by an associate examiner, he be subsequently informed 
that some doubt has come up as to the conclusiveness of the identification 
so that he may consider whether this additional information, i.e., the doubt 
of another examiner influences in any way his own positive finding of 
i dentification . If he is so influenced by this new information to the 
point where he becomes a little doubtful' of the conclusiveness of his 
identification, he would then of course be in accord with the outgoing 
laboratory report which would indicate that no final conclusion as to identity 
could be reached. The second part of my proposal was to the effect that if 
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he was uninfluenced by the additional information and doubt which was 
routed to him on the case, he be -displaced as principal examiner and the 
associate examiner who was in a more conservative position on that par- 
ticular item would be appointed as principal examiner on the case and in 
this manner the man who made the identification which was not verified 
would never be in the position of being in court. It will be noted that 
this does not solve the possible situation where because of the multiplicity 
of items in the one case, no one of the three examiners is as conservative 
as the final laboratory report 'of the combined. 

On my first meeting with the document examiners on this subject 
all appeared favorably impressed with both steps of the outlined procedure. 
The conference was adjourned, however, to await the return of Mr. Appel v/ho 
was out West testifying. Upon reconvening, considerable objection had arisen 
to the proposals. In my opinion the objections to the first step of the 
proposal, namely that of acquainting the principal examiner with the findings 
of his associate for the purpose of determining whether they would influence 
him any, were sound objections and I was inclined to agree that that part 
could be eliminated. The remainder of the change then would merely be the 
displacement of the principal examiner, and the substitution of the more 
conservative examiners on the case. This step met the approval of the 
majority of us present but was objected to by Messrs. Appel, Dingle, 
McClintock, and Pickering. 

In my opinion the objections cited by those opposing have very 
little sound foundation. Mr. Appel, who led the opposition, was of the 
opinion that the fact an associate examiner knew that the opinion which he 
cited might be the cause of his being substituted for the principal examiner 
on the case, might tend to influence his findings and would certainly be 
an additional and outside influence in the examination of the case. I fail 
to see how such a factor would possibly influence any of our examiners. 
Incidentally, Mr. Appel was of the opinion that there was no solution to 
our present problem, he being of the opinion- that the investigating agencies 
and the prosecuting attorney should in all cases be fully advised of the fact 
that the examination had been made by three technicians and the findings of 
each furnished him. 

I recommend that the modified procedure as outlined above be 
adopted and subject to Bureau approval I will so instruct, namely, that 
where the findings of the principal examiner assigned to the case are not 
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confirmed by his associate examiner, he be displaced as the principal 
examiner and the examiner whose findings are more nearly in accord 
with the combined outgoing laboratory report on the case be substituted 
for him as the principal examiner in charge of the case and the one who 
will go forward to testify. 


Respectfully, 


JOHN EDGAR HOOVER 
DIRECTOR 


I Sr. Nothan 
Mr. Tolaoa.„« 
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^federal Surratt of Jnoeattsatlnn 
United §tatea i&epattment nf dustice 
ISasljtngton, 33. C. 

April 7, 1937. »l 
MEMORANDUM FOR MR. NATHAN. \ \ 
Re: ^Handwriting Discrepancies." 


Mr. Baughman . 
Mr. CleffJ™... 

Mr. Coffey _ 

; Mr. B&wsey .... 
| Mr. Egan... 


? Mr. Foxworth. 
! Mr. Glavin ..... 


Mr. Harbo .. 
Mr. Joseph , 


Mr. Lester.... 
Mr. NldfoU . . 


. ScUlder ..y:...: 


air. Tracy...., 
Miss Gandy... 


^ This looming while conversing wi th Inspector 'James 

C.ADlxon of the/ph anghai Municipal Poll.ce _Qn.general 'laboratoi jy--- — — 

methods, I sought his opinion and experiences of his department 
with regard to the reliability of handwriting identification. 

He advised me that they have had some difficulties with 
handwriting identifications, and at the same time told me that 
he himself had given considerable study to the subject and con- 
sidered himself, somewhat of an expert on handwriting analysis. 

He said that some time ago they had a case in Shanghai in which 
a Chinese office worker was convicted of a crime on the basis of 
handwriting and after conviction it was found that a Japanese 
was actually responsible for the handwriting, and they later 
found out that both the Chinese and the Japanese involved had 
received their education in English writing in the same school at 
about the same time. He said that as a result of this experience 
they have instituted a policy in the Shanghai Municipal Police 
Department not to institute prosecution in any case in which hand- 
writing identification is the only evidence. He says that they 
continue to use handwriting identification as corroborative or 
secondary evidence. I told him this was in line with our present 
policy and I also explained to him our three examiner system of 
checking. He thought this was a very good idea. With regard to 
the general fallibility of handwriting identification he pointed 
out that Osborn is reported to frankly admit when questioned on 
the witness stand that he has made a number of errors in handwriting 
identification during his 50 years experience. _ 
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Mr. Ramsey, of the Department, 
^telephoned and inquired whether the Bureau’s 
^ document examiners were available for or allowed 
to take private cases. I informed him that 
they were not. 


Respectfully, 
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October 1* 1937* 




ao-94 




Referees • is node to mgr aeaorandum of 
September 20, 1937, outlining th« proposed develop* 
sent of the above reaearoh, In eoeordanoe with the 
outline, work is prsoeedlng firettoeard the objeot- 
tire (X^4) preparation of tables refloating relative 
•U||fli^t«vsMat' of exaalnere sad (II, 4) 
mathematical determination of preseat reliability 
and unreliability of faaafUng ldeatlfloatlen# The 
following report is being aabeitted relative to progress 
ends subsequent to preparation of the referense 
Benorandumt 

IT tUalaw y review of the expert disagreement 
file (iO-99) has been ooapleted sod e revise of the 
investi^tti^s files of all oases in which disagreement* 
hare occurred has been begun# Analyata of the results 
of the 80-99 revise is being held pending the completion 
of the investigative file; revise Ins smash as the latter 
revise is neceoaary in order to properly weight eertain 
angles of the former# for record purposes, it is noted 
that there are approximately five hundred disagreement 
memoranda iwmt s tn s rt 1 a the 80-99 fils, sod lnaaanoh as 
several of the memoranda eovsr more than one disagreement, 
the total member of disagreements con s i d e r ed will be veil 
above this nsnber# 

The revise of the investigative files, you will 
resell, is being nede to obtain any ladieatioa ooateinsd 
therein aa to whiehof the disagreeing opinions le 
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Vatoreadna for ttr* Xethea* -3- October l 0 1937# 


probably the eorreet am. Zb order to eliminate u eoapletely 
m possible tho pjSfl e Bfc claasnt in the review of these files* 

Z aa hawing the first fifty files rorloved tgr both Mr* Conrad 
«4 *r* Qastetgcr* **ter which their reeulte will bo ohSSktd 
against sash other la oa effort to arrive at a satisfactory 
aaaaer of indicating probabla error* At the preseat tlao 
it appears that there will be approxlaataly fbar hundred of 
these files to reflow, sad to date hr, Qastelfer has rerieeed 
eoae forty-three flies. 

Isa handwriting taste for the tataalnors are being 
draws up* sad it is planned to giro the first of these to the 
deewaeat e a sel, n ers Monday* October 4» 1937# 

Ad ditional reports will be subaitted as the work 
progresses* 

ftespootfully* 


K* P* Coffey* 


JOHN EDGAR HOOVER 
DIRECTOR 



WPE:0N 


^federal Surcait of Jnuestfgaffon 
United States department of Sfustfice 
33JaaIjittgtntt, d. <E. 

February 26, 1936. 

\V^ 

' \ \ I - 

MEMORANDUM FOR UR. NATHAN « ► 


Re: ^Inspector’s Recommendation 
#37. . ' 


Reference is made to the Inspector’s recommendation 
#37 for th^dab oratory in which it was decided that where one 
examiner fim^wrffcings not identical* and a second examiner 
reports that he reaches no conclusion, a third examiner will 
be assigned to the problem. As you will recall it was decided 
that the net results of these examinations * should be furnished 
to the Investigative Division in memorandum form. 

No mention is made in the recommendation of the 
policy to be pursued in a similar situation where. the examination 
is requested by an outside agency. The policy of the laboratory 
is therefore remaining the same as heretofore in connection with 
such examinations conducted by contributors other than the Bureau 
Field Divisions. Instructions are being put into effect immediately 
in accordance with the recommendation as to Bureau contributed 
specimens. 


Respectfully, 


E. P. Coffey /(f VJ ^‘ 
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Hereafter in document oxar&nations where the first two . 
examiners reach a no conclusion and the conclusion of non-identity 
and a third examiner is assigned, it will not be necessary for the 
third Gjodnor to make a comparison of all known and questioned 
specimens. 

/ The specimens to bo compared, stall he underlined with 
a rtd pencil on. the third examiner^ worksheet and this will 
indicate to him specifically the examination desired. These 
‘instructions stall in no way interfere with the third examiner *s 
^ight to examine all epsoimens in/ the case where such inspection 
‘will assist him in exaoirdng the/spccicons upon which the first 
two examiners disagreed. TMcJialing is intended to eliminate 
the examination by the third examiner of large numbers of speci- 
mens where disagreement exists only in regard to one or more. » 


A third examiner assigned to an examination because of 
the making of an identification by the first two examiners will, 
ns heretofore, ox-nine all specimens listed on the worksheet* 

Very truly yours, 


cc-!!r. I'attan 
Bureau / 


E. P. Coffey. 
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DIRECTOR 
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Ificiieral (Bureau of Imiestigatimt 
llttf states department nf Ifuatfce 
HJaalpttgtott, 33. <E. 

March 16, 1939 


MEMORANDUM FOR MR. E. A. TAMM 


Quite frequently the Investigative Division is furnished 
with confidential reports in connection with examinations .performed 
in the Technical Laboratory, wherein a disagreement of the examiners 
is reflected. In practically all instances the substance of these 
reports is included in a letter and transmitted to the field. 

It is, therefore, suggested that this information be 
included in a letter prepared in the Technical Laboratory of the 
Bureau and then routed to the appropriate Supervisor in the Investi- 
gative Division for his observation. This matter has been discussed 
with Mr. E. P. Coffey of the Technical Laboratory, who is in agreement 
with the suggested form for this letter which is noted below: 

"Reference is made to the examination of material received 
from your office on in the above entitled case. 

"For your confidential information, the opinions of three 
document examiners in this matter are being set forth 
below. It will be noted that two of the examiners are of 
the opinion the questioned writings are not identical with 
the known, whereas the third examiner is unable to reach 
a conclusion. Therefore, unless some other reasons exist, 
it would not seem necessary to seek further handwriting 
specimens from this individual. This information is fur- 
. nished for your investigative use only and is not to be 
incorporated in reports being furnished to others outside 
of the Bureau’s service." ~rT/ ~Fa ft i i /3 t f 

RECORDED ^ 6 - 77— I tI A 
It is felt by following the above outli-ned-p roc e du r-e^cbn-^ 
siderable time can be saved in both units, * 

occasion arises where it is not deemed advisable jt^^anpmit 3 t®e infor- 
mation as mentioned above, said instance can be hattcsfisd^as^ ate 

case * 1 fflu.Tr O/ - s 
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, JOrfN EDGAR HOOVER 
DIRECTOR 
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ifiriicral bureau of Jmiesttgatfan 
lltttfrii states department of Justice 
Hfasljlngton, S3. G. 


EPC:EG 


April 7, 1939 


MEMORANDUM FOR THE LABORATORY 



N 4 

Effective immediately the memorandum addressed . ^ 

to Mr. Nathan prepared for the attention of the Investigative Unit Vp 
in those instances where two document examiners are of the opinioi( 
questioned writings are not identical and a third examiner is unable 
to reach a conclusion, will no longer be prepared. Instead the 
principal examiner will prepare the necessary report directly to 
the field office contributing the case. This will be prepared in c? 
the, form of a letter following the phraseology suggested below: ^ 

"Reference is made to the examination of material received 
from your office on in the above-entitled case. ' 





> 


"For your confidential information, the opinions of three 
document examiners in this matter are being set forth 
below. It will be noted that two of the .examiners are of 
the opinion the questioned writings are not identical with 
the known, whereas the third examiner is unable to reach 
a conclusion. Therefore, unless some. other. reasons exist, 
it would not seem necessary to seek further handwriting 
specimens from this individual. This information is fur- 
nished for your investigative use only and is not to be 
^incorporated in reports being furnished to others outside 
rbf the Bureau's service." 

Following the above paragraphs the names and the 
opinions reached on the part of the examiners will be set forth. 
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cc - Me. Nathan 
' Bureau 


Very truly yours, 



Series B, #8 



The Director 
Mr. Nathan 
.Mr. Tolson 
Mr. Clegg 
.Mr. E. A. Tamm 
Mr. Glavin 
Mr. Nichols 
Mr. Crowl 


Files Section 
Personnel Files 
Identification Division 
Technical Laboratory 
Mechanical Section 
Chief Clerk's Office 
Crime Statistics 
Mr. Tracy 



Balch 
Brennan 
Carson 
hambers 

Cornelius 


Miss Gandy 
Mr. West 
.Mrs. Morton 
.Miss Coe 
.Mr. Albaugh 
Mr. Halter 
Miss Conlon 
Mr. Gauthier 
.Typists 5724 
Typists 5236 
See Me 


SUPERVISORS 

rayton 
r/ Guerin 
Hayden 
Ogan 
Kimball 
i* Kramer 
* * * 




Lawler 
Mclntire 
Pennington 
Van Pelt 
- 61 * 


.Bringjfile up to date 

Isend File 

.Correct 

_Call me regarding this 
.Note and return 
..Search, serialize and 
route 

.Stenographers 5724 
.Stenographers 5730 
.Stenographers 5706 
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TO 

FROM 


MR. 

E. P. COFFEY 


DATE: 6/#44 


SUBJECT: 


Identification of Handwriting 


9 


At, the present time it i s required in the E_a.t>or.atoryLthat-r-epor.t s 
roil£iifc_t hat^.either the. ' writings compared are jiden l iGal _ or > tha. t-tb ey n are 
not identical or that'no_conclusion can be reached thereon. Furthermore. 
bgfpre a report of identification is made, three examiners must-make a 
stu3y_QfLthe_waterial and if the y , a re nojr in .agreement then the official 

L aboratory rep ort i s **no conclusi on" . It is not permitted in the Laboratory^,. Nease . _ 

report to f ur^fie^ Sgdif^ these findings from the technical, standpoint . Of 
course, comments /oh the - " inadequacy of the specimens, evidence of disguise, 
etc., are properly permitted. In the Gerson case last January, one of our ’ 
examdjaei^ > JF.^JM.^illsxi.^snoitted^thiS- jn!i^ingS--no.t_:i den^igfll . There«was»a 
disa greemen t among the- examiners and the official Laboratory. report to the 
\\ I j^. ■.subseque ntly _turned_out j that^.the^ 7 ritings^were 

l\ identical. Our rule on the no conclusion report prevented any embarrassment. 


Mr. ToUon. ...... 

Mr. K. A. Tama, 
Mr. Clegg 
Mr. Coffey. ....... 

Mr. Glavin....... 

Mr. Ladd 

Mr. Nichols. ...... 

Mr. Rosen 

Mr. Tracy ......... 


Mr. Mohr .... 

Mr. Carson .. 

Mr. Hendon ........ 

Mr, Mumford ...... 

Mr. Jones 

Mr. Quinn Tamm.. 


~ I 


Miss Gandy., 


3 


Considerable study has been madeof.thi s.incident in theLaboratory 
an d as a result th ereof. Mr r*A pp^t now p rop oses - ijhat jpe~ almndqn^t^_ttoee 
rest rictive categories .of^epcir^^ examiner 

to^ uriiish.5T3i..ihe_ amplification-and-,pogsib^ities of his views during the 
t echnical ^examinatio n . I failjbo see where Ap pel* s recoim endation7 if i t 
were applicable to the Gerson case, could possiBly~Kave improved'the situation. 
p In fact, it would have really made it embarrassing because our no conclusion 
report would have probably been followed up with conflicting opinions to the 
field, the weight of which would have been that Gerson did not prepare the 
writings . 

RECOMMENDATION: I recommend that no chan g e be made in o u r -prese nt 

i nstructions . They were inaug^ateda^imbelFofyears aj$ and I quote a” 






st atement on Jbhis_, 3 ub .iect made _ by^the_Dji:e,ator^at^Aha^l^a^hlcbJ[^consider _ 0 

' “ BX -i* • 

**I have been also quite concerned about the ambiguous letiJi?s 
' containing the findings in various cases made by the Labor L I§ 1044 
substance these letters have stated that the specimens of handwriting 
9 , submitted were not similar with the original note but there were some 

similarities which might indicate that the original note might have been ^ 
written by the person whose samples of handwriting had been submitted. V* 
Obviously, an Agent in Charge cannot be assisted by any such weasel- 
worded findings as this, t iv belief is that the Laboratory should mak e 
a definite finding one ’way or the- other , or^tats^that^sufficient 
specimens have not been submitted which wo uld enable a de finite finding 
to , be, made . Either the notes were written by the pe rson who se hand- 
wr iting has been suS Hii^jqr "ffi ey,w er^^ 

f ic ient f inAjngs^u^i^ fe§” r ^o..,e nable^ ^y ,defini ,t.e, . conclusion. Henceforth 
I want this practice oF^ubmittjng what "flight teS aii'Sx” findings to 
be discontinued.* 1 ’^.’ 

. v\? 
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vriT.*^. 
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JOHN EDGAR HOOVER 
DIRECTOR 
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3teJ»eral (Bureau of Jttuestigatimt 
BnlteD §tatca ^Department pf justice 
SlaBtjmgtott, 3. ©. 

June 19, 1944 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE DIRECTOR 




Camia. 


J T™=y» 




The Conference on June 15, 1944 > consisting of Messrs. E. A. 

Acers, Carson, Coffey, Glavin, HeMon, Ladd,' Rosen, Q. Tamm, and 
considered the proposal of Mr. C. A. Appel of the Laboratory tha t 
the Bureau change its policy whereby a Laboratory report on comparisons 
sj must now indicate that the materials are (1) identical, or ( 2 ) are jo int 
* identical, or (3) that no conclusion can be reached. He proposes that 
J henceforth the Bureau require the examiner to set out his report in t?ro parts:. 
- (l) fotrinvestigative purposes -on ly; ( 244lrre vocable decisions; and permit him 


Glavin . 

Mr. Ladd. 

Mr< KlcbotSi.M...... 

Mr. Roson ........... 

Mr. Tracy.. 

Mr. Mohr 

Me. Carson 

Mr. nendon ......... 

Mr. Mumford 

Mr. Jones 

Mr. Quinn Tamm. 

Mr. bleats 

Miss Gandy 


VA 


v 

Cv 


more choice of language. It is further* His view that, in certain cases 
insi^d_o£Jbfiing_ u^ed to a . final conclusio n_the- examiner be induced to^with- 
^Vc hpld final decision, announcing instead -Whe th er he wants more specimens or ~ * 
considers the possibility o f_identification unlikely^ 


o J 

J 

4-4 


Mr. Coffey advised that the examiner is presently permitted to and, 
in fact, encouraged to request additional specimens if needed. Furthermore, 
although the e xamin er is not now permitted to modify his findings in the 
report itself he is permitted, in any case where he feels special amplifica- 
tion is necessary, to prepare a separate memorandum setting forth any and 
all of his views at length. 




s 


1 


The Conference recommends that there be no change in the policy . 

The Conference does not desire to take any step which would result in 
>3 Laboratory reports of a vacillating nature or ones which would fail to convey *. 

a clear-cut picture to the Special Agent or investigati ng a gency as to what 
4 the Laboratory finding is and how much the investigator can rely on it. . * 




* 








cc-Mrv Tolson 
Mr. Clegg 



I* 


Respectfully, 

For the Conference 

1/ 

Colson, Chairman 
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Offiee urn 


TO 

FROM 


MR. R. T. HARBO' 


mr. d. j. parson: 


CK 
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UNITED- STATES GOVERNMENT 


DATE: July 23, 1946 


SUBJECT: DISCREPANCIES IN HANDWRITING EXAMINATIONS 


Mr. Tolson 
Mr. E. A. Tam#,. 

Mr I Coffe y 

Mr. oiavln 

Mr. Ladd 

Mr. Nichols ... 

Mr. Rosen 

Mr. Trac y 


Mr. Egan_ 


Mr. Gurnea_ 
Mr. Hendo n . 
Mr. Pennington 


Mr. Quinn Tarn 

Tele. Rooa 

Mr. Nease 

Miss Beah a 
Miss Candy 


-In May' of this year the policy with regard to handwriting 
examinations was revised and we returned to the one examiner system. 

Prior to that time three examiners were required to report a handwriting 
identification. Pursuant to the recommendation that the one examiner 
system be instituted a statistical survey was made of the handwriting 
discrepancy file and IBM cards were punched in order to tabulate the work of 
the document examiners. In order that the file may show the comparative figures 
with reference to the work of the document examiners the tabulations are 
attached hereto. 


\ 

i 


No further study is contemplated at this time and the cards which were 
punched will be retained for 90 days after which if no further study is indicated 
they will be destroyed. 

In devising the tabulation attached hereto, ten categories were set up 
which are identified as follows: 


1. 1 ident, 1 no-conclusion 

2. 2 idents, 1 no-conclusion 

3. 1 non-ident, 1 no-conclusion 

4. 2 non-idents, 1 no-conclusion 

5. 1 ident, 1 non-ident 

6. 1 ident, 2 no-conclusions 

7. 3 idents, 1 no-conclusion 

8. 2 idents, 2 no-conclusions 

9* 1 ident, 2 non-idents 

10. 1 non-ident, 2 no-conclusions 


The attached tabulation covers the period from February, f 1939 to 
April, 1946, serials 1154 to 2965 in File 80-99. 


' * \ 
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UNITED STATES GOVERi^IENT 

Memorandum 


Mr. Mohr 


DAfE: 2/V?/Cd 


tobcn «, 



Ptrscsa . 
Cofc^r.t . 


^ - ■ *■ 

?CC3 - 

Trotter 

XI, C. Callivan , 

Teb. ft coca 

Ingraa _____ 
Gandy 


FROM : Mr. MalondTW ~ ,v " £3 

<S>J>/5. P/p.oCU &X&M* , ' 

subject: SUGGESTION #64A.fin 

SUBMITTED Bl| | • ' 

FILES AND COMMUNICATIONS DIVISION ’ 

SUGGESTION: That the file entitled ’ 'Discr epancip ^ 1 in , 1 F|iiding 3 of 

Document Examiners" which contair 3 tMgh&y in excess 
of three thousand serials be reviewed and processed fir destruction of all 
serials which are duplicates of serials filed in main files. 

- j, 

The file in question was originally openedffin 1935 as a control 
file for a double and triple check system utilized in tSfe laboratory. In 
1955, on the authority of, the Laboratory, index «\rds w<?/re purged with 
regard to this file. i b , 

JT 

b' 

I J Files and Communications Division, is in favor 

of destroying the duplicate serials and advised tha^ archival authority is not 
required to destroy this material. [^Laboratory s Division, 

reviewed the files and agreed that tne duplicate seria' A should be destroyed 
since the material has served its purpose. T 1 


This Division feels that it is undesirable (^maintain duplicate 3 
copies of any communications if they are not serving a useful purpose because ^ 
of the great need for file space and accordingly recommends that this ^ 

suggestion be adopted. It is felt that the material shorild be reviewed by a 8 
responsible Special Agent Supervisor in the Files and (Communications Division g 
before it is destroyed to insure that only duplicate imperial is delated from file, g 


suggestion was acknowledged by letter dated 3/2/60. 

RECOMMENDATION: That the suggestion be ^adopted and thatthe attac hed 

, / letter of appreciation be sent tol \ 








not BE CQRDEU 

26 ' MAR 31 1960 
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SUGGESTION # 

SUBMITTED BY 
FILES AND COMMUNICATIONS DIVISION 



mi by files 


tmrmri cations division 



File 80-99 entitled " Discrepancies in Findings of Docu- 
ment Examiners" which has been approved for purging by this 
memorandum contains 3,052 serials. It is noted that instructions 
from the Training and Inspection Division are "It is felt that 
the material should be reviewed by a responsible Special Agent 
Supervisor in the File's and Communications Division before it is 
destroyed to insure that only dupli cate material is deleted from 
files." 


Under present renovation programs of the Bureau's files, 
the Executives Conference has approved the processing of 310,000 
Selective Service files for destruction as well as approving the 
destruction of copies of correspondence contained in Bureau files. 
Grade GS-5 employees are presently reviewing and destroying the 
files in the 25 classification and, when personnel are available, 
GS-4 employees are processing one-half million files in the 100 
and 65 classifications for destruction of copies. Adequate safe- 
guards have been established, such as 100 per cent check of work, 
to insure that this work is being completed correctly • 

The file in question is no more important than the above- 
mentioned work which is handled by the clerical employees without 
a serial by serial review by a Special Agent Supervisor of the 
Files and Communications Division . 

The above programs, of course, are closely followed and 
under the direct supervision of a Special Agent Supervisor m the 
Files and Communications Division . 


Unless advised to the contrary, the above-mentioned file 
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TO 


FROM 



date: 2/29/60 



W.C. Sullivan 
Tele. Room M 

Ingram 

Gandy , 


subject: 


SUGGESTION ff 644-60 

RECORDS BRANCH STREAMLINING COMMITTEE' 

Q P/5. 2)g<l* 


b6 
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1 a GS-8 employee assigned to 


SUGGESTION : \ ■ --y --- 

the Consolidation Unit , Records Franck, suggested through the 
Streamlining Committee that the file entitled , ’Discrepancies m 
Findings of Document Examiners ’’, (80-99), which contains 3,052 
serials be reviewed an& processed for destruction of all serials 
which are duplicates of serials filed in main case files. 

CONCLUSIONS^ The above-mentioned file was originally opened in 
1935 as a control file for a double and triple check system 
utilised in the Laboratory. Under the use of this system, if the 
examiners failed to agree on the identification of the specimens, 
the most conservative report .would be forwarded to the field. The 
use of the file was discontinued in 1946 at which time the policy 
with regard to handwriting examinations was revised and the 
Laboratory returned to the one examiner system. In 1955 on ^ 
authority of the Laboratory , this file was purged of all index 
cards. The far majority of the serials in this file are duplicates 
with the original memorandum filed as a recorded piece of mail in 
the various case files concerned. Records Branch is of the opinion 
that this file has served its purpose and that the duplicate serials 
in this file could be destroyed. If permission is granted to 
destroy this material, original memoranda would not be destroyed. 
Since this matter directly concerns the Laboratory Division , this 
memorandum is being forwarded to them for their comments . If 
permission is granted to destroy this material , Archival authori y 

is not required. , ^ 

NOT ~ 

20 MAR 31 1960 
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RECOMMENM TIONS : 

1. Favorable . 
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2. For referral to the Training and Inspection Division 
for acknowledgment and appropriate action. 

swhf* . 

'.omments . 
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SPECTION DIVISION PAGE 2 
(sent direct) y 
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ADDENDUM BT TRAINING AND INSPECTION DIVISION] 



i/1/60 


This division feels that the Laboratory Division 
should review the serials in question before they are 
destroyed, Since such communications pertain to natters 
of interest to that division. Certainly it is not desirable 
to maintain duplicate copies of communications if they are 
not serving a useful purpose* because of the great need for 
file space* The material in question has been separately 
furnished to the Laboratory Division for appropriate action. 
At tached isr. App roval is an interim acknowledgment letter 
to 
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LABORATORY DIVISION COMMENTS: 3/4/60 


Laboratory Division has no objection to suggestion 
submitted by Records and Communications Divisiorf employee and 
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FOLLOWING SERIALS REMOVElhFROM ..FILE AND- 
DESTROYED IN ACCORDANCE WITH AUTHORITY 
CONTAINED .IN 66-3286-871' 


All mail except the following serials 

, / 

2L8, 281, bOh, Wi8, $61, 763, 


t 

/ 860, 1191X, 1221, 2533,'. 253U‘,.‘ 
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(01/26/1998) 



FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 


Precedence: ROUTINE' Date: 12/10/1998 



Case ID #: 80 -HQ- 9 9 


Title: DISCREPANCIES IN FINDINGS OF DOCUMENT EXAMINERS 

Synopsis: The QDU requests that IRD place the captioned file in 

a closed status. 

Details: The QDU has reviewed the above -captioned control file 

and has determined that this file can be closed. It has been 
determined that the information and subject matter are not 
current . 


CC: 1 - 
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1 - 
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